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Introduction 
A lack of explicitly applied pedagogical practices in library instruction (generally) 
and special collections’ limited/eccentric adoption of W2/L2 technologies/perspectives 
(specifically) can impede users’ optimal awareness and use of special collection materials 
at their universities. The following paper investigates implicit pedagogies underlying 
current public services practices with particular attention to adoption of W2/L2 resources 
in universities’ special collection settings. The purpose of this investigation is to draw 
preliminary conclusions regarding how rare book/special collections can better integrate 
both emergent technologies and instructional pedagogies to improve public services 
better meet changing user expectations. I have identified the following questions as the 
most pressing in this context: 
1. Is “2.0” interpreted differently in the context of special collections than in its 
application(s) in “general” collections? 
2. What are the implications of these technologies/practices regarding pedagogies of 
library instruction—generally, but by extension to pubic services in rare book and 
special collection librarianship in particular? 
3. How can special collections at research universities use W2 technologies and L2 
user-centric practices to bring their holdings to the forefront of university library 
users’ awareness and accessibility?  
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Terminology and 2.0 
It is important to acknowledge that the legitimacy of “2.0” terminology is 
certainly not accepted wholesale in academic librarianship. Enthusiastic advocates of 
“2.0” concepts/tools conceive of them as ‘revolutionary,’ fundamentally new ways of 
being librarians. Detractors argue that the ‘phenomenon’ is just much trendy spin-
doctoring—and that “2.0,” at most, offer new tools to facilitate what librarians have 
fundamentally always been: User-centered, learning-supportive information 
professionals. The origins of “Web 2.0” as a term are themselves debatable, although 
there are generally accepted parameters; for example, the following representative 
description: 
Coined by Dale Dougherty and popularized in 2004 following the first O’Reilly 
Media Web 2.0 conference, Tim O’Reilly explains Web 2.0 as: “The network as 
platform, spanning all connected devices; Web 2.0 applications are those that 
make the most of the intrinsic advantages of that platform: delivering software as 
a continually-updated service that gets better the more people use it, consuming 
and remixing data from multiple sources, including individual users, while 
providing their own data and services in a form that allows remixing by others, 
creating network effects through an ‘architecture of participation,’ and going 
beyond the page metaphor of Web 1.0 to deliver rich user experiences.”1
 
 
My analysis here does not, however, depend upon investment in whether 
“Web 2.0” is either revolutionary or evolutionary, or something of both.  Within 
the context of the literature and websites I reviewed, the given authors/institutions 
accepted understanding of W2 is what matters most—although the fact that it 
means different things in different contexts quickly becomes apparent.  
                                                 
1O'Reilly, Tim. O'Reilly Radar. 1 October 2005. 24 October 2007 
http://radar.oreilly.com/archives/2005/10/web_20_compact_definition.html; O’Reilly qtd. in 
Mary E. Samouelian. “Embracing Web 2.0: Archives and the Newest Generation of Web 
Applications.” A Master’s Paper for the M.S. in L.S degree. University of North Carolina at 
Chapel Hill, April 2008.  2-3. 
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“Library 2.0,” in comparison, is a term whose origins are generally 
accepted as a merger—using W2 ideas and applying them specifically to libraries’ 
user needs and services. Elizabeth Black (2007) offers an excellent, brief 
introduction to origins of W2 (some what different than the description, above). 
Her essay is, however, especially helpful in untangling possible interpretations of 
L2. 2
One early definition of L2 focuses on it as: “A model for library service 
encouraging constant and purposeful change, inviting user participation in the 
creation of both the physical and the virtual services they want, supported by 
consistently evaluating services.”  This concept of L2 is focused on reaching new 
users and improving the experience of current ones—it also emphasizes that 
“combined implementation” is what characterizes attainment of L2.
  
3  A second 
early definition of L2 focuses on four principles—that “the library is 
everywhere,” that it has “no barriers,” that it “invites participation,” and that if 
adopts “flexible, best-of-breed systems.”4
It is worth noting (as Black does) that the former definition “does not 
require Web 2.0 technologies,” but does acknowledge their “significant role in a 
library’s ability to keep up with the changing needs of its users.”
  
5
                                                 
2 Black, Elizabeth (2007).  “Web 2.0 and Library 2.0: What Librarians Need to Know.” Library 
2.0 and Beyond: Innovative Technologies and Tomorrow’s User.  Ed. Nancy Courtney.  
Westport, CT: Libraries Unlimited, 2007. 10. 
 The second L2 
definition’s reference to “systems” (i.e., the kinds of mash-ups that are 
3 Casey, Michael and Laura Savastunik (2006). “Library 2.0: Service for the next-generation 
library.” Library Journal  (2006) 131:14. 40-42.  
4 Chad, Ken and Paul Miller (2005) “Do Libraries Matter?  The rise of Library 2.0.”  
Birmingham, UK: Talis, 2005. 
http://www.talis.com/downloads/white_papers/DoLibrariesMatter.pdf. n.pag. 
5 Black, 10. 
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increasingly common) offers a construction of L2 slightly more explicitly tied to 
W2.  A fully symbiotic, third construction of L2 is also described:  “[L2 as] the 
application of interactive, collaborative, and multi-media Web-based technologies 
to Web-based library services and collections.”6
 By W2—for the purposes of this discussion—I refer broadly to the 
spectrum of digital and interactive technologies variously referenced above. By 
L2, my concern is primarily that of the first definition: L2 as “constant and 
purposeful change”—specifically, change that is user-centered; invites 
collaborative perspectives between/among library professionals and user groups; 
and uses emergent technology/tools as needed to meet their needs and wants.  I 
have resolved to apply this intentionally broad construction of W2/L2 in direct 
response to discoveries made during my literature review.  In literature treating 
universities’ special collections, W2/L2 concepts are almost always framed in far 
more limited terms.  I contend that this indicates—and unfortunately—perpetuates 
a continued reluctance in special collections to embrace more conscious and 
forward-thinking instructional pedagogies that would require greater acceptance 
of W2/L2, in more diverse manifestations. 
 
Research Methodology  
My investigation of these questions began with a library science literature review 
of publications treating W2/L2 practices/applications/topics in special collections at 
public universities within the U.S., published (2002-2009).  In some cases, publications 
                                                 
6Maness, Jack M. (2006) “Library 2.0 theory: Web 2.0 and its implications for libraries.”  
Webology 3:2 (2006): no. 25 http://www.webology.ir/2006/v3n2/a25.html. 
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treating public service more explicitly than W2/L2 were included, because—for the 
purpose of this investigation—the point of the technology is its purposeful application in 
public service practices.  For reasons explained in more detail shortly, a targeted 
exploration of online W2 resources and technologies, such as discussion 
forums/resources /publications/blogs was necessary. In this, the same search 
terms/combined searches/chronological parameters as those used to search the 
“professional” databases were employed.  As yet another control, a selective survey of 
rare book/special collection websites at ARL member institutions was also conducted to 
discern to what degree their web presence does—or does not—indicate that library’s 
adoption of W2 and/or Library 2.0. 
Discussion 
Recent crises in state and federal budgets have only inflamed pre-existing 
maladies of America’s public university culture.  Universities are exploring avenues to 
reduce expenditures, and their libraries are not exempt from this process. The reallocation 
of dwindling resources within major academic subject areas (for example, English) had 
already targeted bibliographic instruction/research methodologies courses as among those 
that could be eliminated to “trim the fat”—justifiable primarily via circular assumption 
students will simply learn to do research by researching. Students are ill served by this 
decision: It holds them accountable for knowing the best research practices/tools of their 
area study without providing viable means of learning what those might be.  
Graduate students are especially vulnerable in such a case. The effectiveness 
and/or originality of their research may be handicapped in their present moment, resulting 
6 
 
 
in diminished future professional progress. There are no other avenues for students to 
gain these skills, if the academic professors are neither accountable for introducing 
proper research resources nor teaching the skills to fully leverage the available resources. 
As time goes on, the students that were not taught these skills by their professors become 
professors themselves, this model is perpetuated. Their students in turn must learn 
research skills by tiresome trial and error (at best) or with the habit of grabbing the 
resource closest to hand regardless of its appropriateness (at worst). This situation 
cultivates an environment in which research methods and tools are neither well 
understand nor fully exploited by the target audiences: students and faculty. 
Libraries rank high among research universities’ most closely scrutinized, 
distinguishing “value-added” features. By no means bulletproof, their budgets do receive 
a modicum of administrative protection (cf. departmental budgets) on this principle 
alone. More than ever, however, the value of campus libraries (and librarians) ranges well 
beyond the physicality of print materials—or even the library as a physical space. The 
library is now conceived of as a diffuse, flexible, and permeable entity that offers up 
information-seeking resources, tactics, and support according to user-based preferences 
(it also has books too, of course).  New information technologies now define a much-
changed campus “library experience” for student and faculty researchers. It is important 
to understand that the de-centralization of library resources and their availability from 
outside the walls of the library can enhance the perceived value of the library. It can also 
create the impression that the library is less essential, as the researcher is, in their mind, 
“going to the internet” rather than “going to the library.” This risk can be mitigated with 
careful ‘branding’ of the web-based resources. The negligible presence of W2/L2 aspects 
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on the websites of selected rare book/special collections at ARL institutions indicates that 
this branding is not yet commonplace (see Appendix A). 
Academic librarians fulfill a growing number of instructional roles because their 
work is both a locus of new e-resources, media, and new technology; and because 
university libraries (as an institutional unit), experience comparatively less budget duress. 
Consequently, academic librarians’ work as instructional staff (those whose work directly 
serves their institution’s teaching mission) is on the rise.  This challenges more traditional 
perceptions of their role as support “staff” that assist others (faculty, lecturers, etc.) who 
actually teach in the university—at worst, of course, perpetuating the mistaken 
impression that academic librarians are little more than book security guards. Greater 
recognition as instructional staff in their own right affirms not only academic librarians’ 
earned status as de facto experts on more traditional resources/research methodologies; 
but also recognizes their distinctive competencies as “ushers of the new”:  Those who 
teach with and about the most current emergent technologies/online resources that their 
university user groups need and expect. This role of early adopter can bolster the status of 
the library within the organization. 
Campus rare book/special collection libraries, in contrast, continue to be 
perceived as not only the domain of highly specialized, advanced (read “elite”) minority 
group of researchers. Whether or not this is true is, regrettably, less important than 
whether or not university user populations (even colleagues in general librarianship) can 
use it to comment on how special collection librarians contribute (or not) to the 
institution’s instructional mission. Perception of value matters considerably. It is the 
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perception of those who control the budget that is most important. For example, 
orientation sessions invoke their universities’ special collections to “wow” prospective 
students and their tuition-paying parents.  
It is common that some mention is made to the effect:  “Our Special Collection 
Library houses original Shakespeare folios; medieval manuscripts; a premier collection 
related to [drop Big Name Canonical Writer here],” etc.  From that moment, a hypothesis 
is introduced: “We (University of X) own these rare and special materials. If you come 
here, you could use them.” What happens next, however, is a core dilemma of special 
collection libraries (and librarianship) in the academy.  In this first, crucial impression, 
are there concrete examples available regarding how students/faculty/ researchers have 
used the folios, manuscripts, etc.—for a class project, for their own individual work?   
Typically not, this leaves an opportunity “on the table”. After orientation has become a 
dull memory, how often—or how willingly—do undergraduates create those 
opportunities for themselves? Do faculty create opportunities for students to use special 
collections for class research?  Do special collection librarians provide outreach that 
encourages faculty initiatives, as well as students’ independent engagement with their 
collections?   
Anecdotal evidence suggests that very few undergraduates will seek out and use 
special collection materials of their own accord (due to factors explored in further detail, 
below).  Because special collections are often in closed stacks, they immediately 
encounter the unfamiliar obstacle of locating interesting resources feeling, essentially, 
blindfolded (i.e. unable to browse). Special collections often have service hours that are 
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limited, in comparison to the main library stacks. This is an unfortunate necessity given 
the staff intervention required for access to materials and the library’s budget to provide 
such staff. In addition, access and use policies of special collections will almost certainly 
be unfamiliar to them (differing considerably from their experience in general 
collections). Finally, they require some instruction in proper physical handling of the 
materials. Ideally, each of these is a “teachable moment,” which increases their literacy 
regarding how to research in special collections.  
To a new undergraduate student, these circumstances can be overwhelming. 
Inertia carries forward, unless the student has explicit academic requirements to engage 
with the collection.  More often, undergraduates require well-integrated curricular 
opportunities—usually from faculty who are themselves acquainted with possible 
pedagogical uses of these materials—to introduce them to the use of rare book and 
special collection holdings.  Those who pursue graduate study, as mentioned previously, 
have yet more need for experience using special collections; moreover, researchers of 
“pre-modern”/antiquarian periods are no longer the only ones who may find special 
collection research skills necessary:  
Certain theoretical tendencies currently . . . impel users to an increased regard for 
the material object. . . . Librarians fearful of ‘theory’ may fail to notice, and thus 
to take advantage of, theorists’ interest in [special collection materials], which 
offers an opportunity to increase use markedly. Simply announcing that one’s got 
the stuff on the library Web site is no longer promotion enough, even if it remains 
necessary promotion, too. And, more to the point, theorists interested in the 
material object may still stay away from a rare book collection if they don’t feel 
genuinely welcome to use its material resources.7
  Public services librarians in special collections, therefore, especially merit 
 
                                                 
7 Traister, Daniel (2003), “Public Services and Outreach in Rare Book, Manuscript, and Special 
Collection Libraries.” Library Trends 52.1 (2003): 87-108. 103. 
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recognition for their role as instructors—rather than “book guards” (too-often persistent 
even among our professional colleagues).  Of course, identification of librarians as 
instructional staff in the university setting remains controversial; however, that issue lies 
outside the current scope.8
There is little research in either pedagogical or library science journals on the role 
that special collections departments can play in enhancing [undergraduate 
instruction]. Existing scholarship concerning special collections departments 
[instead tends] to address administrative issues involving acquisitions, 
bibliographic control, conservation, restoration, and security.
  Despite the fact that there is good evidence that librarianship 
is profoundly about teaching, there is little to no discussion of instructional pedagogies 
within the curricula of even the best library and information science graduate programs 
or within most current professional publications.  One study noted that:  
9
This issue, I contend, contributes to some of the well-known challenges of special 
collection librarianship at universities in particular—but is relevant to perceptions about 
library instruction generally as well.  In no way can this curricular tendency be unrelated 
to the subsequent (comparative) lack of professional publications that explicitly consider 
pedagogies of instruction in special collections. If special collection librarians are to 
 
                                                 
8 Traister (2003) offers as concise a summary of the issue as any other, although slightly 
conflating “faculty” status with instructional status.  He writes as follows: “Institutions where 
library staff do not have faculty status differ about whether library staff can serve as faculty and 
differ on this matter inconsistently. Some institutions demand that any faculty member must have 
a Ph.D. as a terminal degree, at least in some subject areas; for them, the M.L.S. alone does not 
suffice. Other institutions have no provision at all for classroom instruction by people not part of 
the standing faculty. Some public universities allow M.L.S.’s responsibility for a class, others do 
not; some Ivies do not allow classroom responsibilities to library staff with Ph.D.’s while others 
do. In any setting in which library staff might also be able to teach, it is likely to be easier—and 
may also be politically (‘promotionally’) more effective—to teach jointly with a member of the 
standing faculty. In my own institution, library staff work in a setting that does not grant faculty 
status to librarians. Staff may and several do teach, nonetheless, as adjunct members of various 
academic departments. They may do so alone, with other library colleagues, and with faculty 
colleagues. I know from many colleagues at other institutions that this situation remains 
uncommon.” 106, FN14. 
9 Schmeising and Hollis (2002). Although their analysis focused on humanities instruction, its 
conclusions are applicable to pedagogies of instruction in special collections more so than to 
discipline-specific practices. 
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provide public services remotely in keeping with users’ experiences from other campus 
libraries, we must continue to answer tough questions about applying pedagogies to our 
instructional mission in order to be relevant to as many campus user populations as 
possible. 
Even a preliminary attempt to respond to my proposed questions revealed 
perplexing interstices in the professional literature. First, there is some general 
conflation/collapse in definition and usage of the terms “archive” and “special collection” 
as they appear in the literature. These terms are applied imprecisely, reflecting a variety 
of interpretations. In many cases, the use of either term in relation to “Web 2.0” in fact 
describes digitization specifications that were applied to discreet projects; as such, it does 
not offer a firm basis for broader insights about how “2.0” is applied in special 
collections at that institution.  Even where definitions of “Web 2.0” and/or “Library 2.0” 
are clearly articulated in the literature, actual usages may still not always disambiguate 
them. Most frequently, these ambiguities seem to be an attempt at keeping the 
possibilities of continued discourse and “2.0” resource development open-ended. While 
the permeability of these terms complicates their application, it does not entirely impede 
it for the purposes of this discussion. 
The results of my investigation into the professional literature of library science 
re: W2/L2 and special collections raised an additional issue:  A professional need to more 
consciously and conscientiously frame library instruction according to explicitly 
pedagogical practices. I expanded my research to include current professional literature 
on instructional pedagogies in hopes of finding more concrete examples of how/why 
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more interactive technologies offer beneficial effects toward special collection public 
service practices.  Consideration of these two literatures (library science and instructional 
pedagogy) in tandem provided strong evidence that W2/L2 tools/concepts offer 
opportunity to reflect upon, more cogently express, and (quite possibly) significantly 
revise assumptions about how to conduct library instruction in general.  However, there is 
evidence that the stakes are highest for public service within special collection libraries at 
research universities.  
 
Best Loved, Least Liked? 
Special collections are not the most admired, special collections librarians not the 
best liked, parts and people within most of our libraries. The field has changed 
noticeably in many ways since I started out in it, but this unpleasant sense of its 
difference—although I and others like me have hoped, occasionally even in print, 
that it was becoming a thing of the past—has not been one of them.10
Visitors become immediately curious upon entering nearly any academic 
research library area where “rare” or “special” holdings live.  The terms confer a 
mystique (deserved or otherwise) that begs questions: What is behind the (often, 
literally) closed door? What makes this or that book rare? Whether holdings easily 
attract casual passers-by or actively reward the interest of visiting researchers is 
very often up to a first impression created by the public services librarians at the 
desk.   
  
 
Whenever public services staff respond to a  (seemingly) idle question from a 
passer-by with the same level of professional interest as they would to a brief query from 
a well-known tenured faculty, there is tremendous potential to create goodwill and even 
                                                 
10 Traister, Daniel (2000).  “Is there a future for special collections? And should there be?—A 
Polemical Essay.”  RBM 1.1 (2000): 54-76. n.pag. 
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future development and/or donor relations—quite simply, because one never knows who 
that idle passer-by may actually be. This effort is, I contend, of even greater importance 
in rare book and special collection settings than in general reference settings because of 
what one scholar calls their “persistent formidability.”11
While not particularly fashionable, it is nonetheless true that historical fact offers 
a root cause for this pernicious anxiety, which perhaps explains its persistence despite the 
profession's best efforts. Like it or not, public services staff in rare book and special 
collections do well to recall that precedents of privilege have been the norm for far longer 
a period of time in cultural memory than otherwise.  The very concept of an “American 
education” is founded on theories of meritocracy; however, anyone who has ever spent 
significant time in the environment of a public research university (as student, librarian, 
faculty or otherwise) will have opportunity to see the failings of that premise.   
 Evidence persists that too often 
the initial curiosity of potential users—undergraduates, faculty, visiting independent 
scholars, visitors from the local community, and/or graduate students—is dispelled by 
their anxiety as to whether or not they are entitled to be in that space and to use those 
materials.   
Until the relatively recent past (the nineteenth century, specifically), access to rare 
book/special collections depended precisely on judgments of one’s individual “worth.”  
Only individuals already having socio-economic advantages of gender, class, and 
ethnicity would have means and opportunity to acquire (much less to amass in any 
quantity) rare books/special collections.  Unsurprisingly, therefore, these materials 
remained available to only a comparatively few members of privileged society. 
Contemporary rare book and special collections—particularly those of research 
                                                 
11 Traister (2003), 87.  
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university libraries—are the inheritors (however unwillingly) of this perception.   
Public services librarians in today’s rare book and special collections work hard to 
dispel users’ perceptions of them as “gate-keepers” rather than “allies.”  Friendly, 
approachable, user-centered library personnel in public universities’ special collections 
are, of course, critical to making researchers feel welcome.  However, even best efforts 
by front-line public services staff do not dispel researchers’ anxiety that those same staff 
will reject the legitimacy of their entitlement to access/use the special collection materials 
in which they are interested.   
In 2003, Daniel Traister presented convincing experiential and anecdotal evidence 
that a “persistent formidability” continues to be “characteristic of rare book collections 
and their staffs” despite conscious (and conscientious) efforts in the profession to address 
attitudes and practices that contribute to the ‘formidability factor.’  He proposed that rare 
book and special collections must increasingly engage in new and more overtly self-
promotional activities in order to validate their consumption of budgetary resources. 
Interestingly, Traister refers only briefly to technology’s role in rare book public 
services—notable for a few different reasons.  First, articles discussing emergent 
applications of technology toward public services in general library collections were 
already becoming quite prevalent by the time of its publication.  Arguably, further 
discussion of technology and public services may simply have been beyond the article’s 
scope.  
However, Traister frames his (albeit brief) discussion of technology’s application 
for public service initiatives primarily in terms of collaborative digitization projects.  
Digitization initiatives then—as they remain now—are among the most expensive uses of 
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technology, and much of Traister’s argument is predicated on using promotional tactics 
to facilitate funding opportunities for such expensive projects. Finally, in retrospect, 
Traister’s elision perhaps foreshadowed a continuing trend (up to the present moment) 
regarding technology’s preferred role in special collection practices. 
The intervening few years since his publication are an intriguing paradox, a 
period in which public service practices within rare book librarianship have increasingly 
focused on more interactive, user-centered concepts.  As any tenure-hungry faculty 
member can attest, five or six years within the academy is a remarkably brief period in 
which one might hope to effect any significant change in professional ideals  (much less 
practices).  The slow machinations that occur within ivory towers are a stark contrast to 
the passage of that same amount of time within current information-seeking culture:  
New releases of software, techno-tools, and techno-toys happen with a rapidity whose 
effect is more in keeping with the radical upheavals of geologic time.  How many 
thousands of e-things, i-things, virtual lives, digi-data, and/or entire species of social 
networking experiments have come and gone, now superceded by (presumably) their 
stronger, fitter counterparts in the last five or six years?    
At the main reference desk of a university library, tech-savvy Web 2.0 (W2) 
and/or Library 2.0 (L2) tools/concepts—broadly to be grouped together for the 
moment—are so generally employed by public service librarians that commentary upon it 
borders on banal.  Comparatively, manifestations of W2/L2 practices in rare book/special 
collections’ public service protocols are far less obvious—even at major research 
universities where W2/L2 seems firmly established in library public service protocols. 
That said, there is no lack of professional interest among special collection 
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professionals on the topics of progressive public services or new uses of technology. 
There professional literature provides abundant evidence that rare book professionals 
absolutely do strive to anticipate, provide, (and promote) value-added services to their 
patrons, just as academic librarians in general reference settings do. Every profession has 
its share of individuals who would (as Dickens’ famous scrivener, Bartleby, so aptly put 
it), simply “prefer not to;” it would be equally disingenuous to defensively exclude 
special collection librarians from that truism in the context of W2/L2.   
The real answer to the gap in professional literature, however seems to lie within 
the nature of W2/L2 itself:  In keeping with W2/L2’s advocacy of outside-the-box, 
online, e-interactions special collection librarians are actually having most of these 
contexts online—therefore, outside of the traditional venues of professional publications.  
A cursory Boolean search12
  As academic library professionals, we know this is our goal—but it is not our 
certainty that makes a difference.  For example: The content, material composition, or 
cultural value of a well-preserved Shakespeare folio in a university’s rare book/special 
 on the topic of W2/L2 and public services in rare book 
collections locates blogs (ranging from personal to professional and everywhere in 
between); special interest discussion forums; pre- and post-conference reports; wikis 
galore, and more.  Traister’s advocacy of more promotional, progressive public service 
attitudes and services in rare book collections ties in directly to the necessity of exploiting 
W2/L2 and instructional pedagogy as a means to our goal: Better resources, and better 
research experiences for our user populations. 
                                                 
12 Combined searches included: “special collection[s]” AND “Web 2.0” OR “Library 2.0”; “rare 
book[s]” OR “special collection[s]” and “2.0”; “pedagog[y/ies/ical]” AND (“rare book[s]” OR 
“special collection[s] ) AND “2.0”; (“2.0” AND “instruction[al]” )  AND (“special collection[s]” 
OR “rare book[s]”) .  Searches were conducted in LITA and LISA, and then re-constructed with 
Google Advanced search feature. 
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collections library is relatively static, unlike university library users’ expectations 
regarding modes of their access to and interaction with that work. University students 
and faculty expect increasingly rapid, responsive, customized and easily accessed library 
resources. Academic research libraries in general (cf. special collections libraries in 
particular) have widely embraced Web 2.0/Library 2.0 (W2/L2) technologies and 
practices to meet their user groups’ expectations of easy access to the right information—
right now.    
Particularly to first-time users of special collections, closed stacks and controlled 
access protocols can easily appear unfamiliar, daunting—or even worse, time consuming. 
Compared to their experiences in circulating, general collections—where Web 2.0/ the 
contingencies of special collection usage (providing identifying information, writing 
request slips, waiting for a retrieval, etc.) can seem painfully analog.  Undergraduate 
students, graduate students, and even faculty continue to require further evidence that 
even though rare book and special collection materials may (sometimes) be “antiquarian,” 
our methods and attitudes of providing support to them will not be. 
 
Conclusions and Future Investigation  
In my review of literature addressing pedagogy, W2/L2, and special collection 
librarianship at the university level, it became apparent that literature treating “archives” 
versus “rare book/special collections” tended to reflect distinctively different perspectives 
on both what W2/L2 “mean,” as well as in their pedagogical concerns.  For the moment, 
it is simply to be noted that by “archives” I refer to collections/institutions whose 
holdings are consciously cultivated as unique and/or personal—i.e., typically not 
18 
 
 
intended for publication or aggregation as a body of works, example of genres, etc.  By 
“special collections,” I refer here to collections/institutions whose holdings were (at some 
point) created/published/printed for dissemination beyond the personal sphere.  For 
example, the personal hand-written journal of an individual—herself not distinctive, 
perhaps, but representative of a particular historical/socio-economic moment—would be, 
per my distinction, archival.  A first-edition of the life of Frederick Douglass, in contrast, 
would not be.  The following discussion of professional literature will, I believe, clarify 
the necessity of distinguishing “archives” from “special collections” in this context. 
Schmeising and Hollis (2002) provide one of the most cogent analyses regarding 
the need for greater focus on pedagogical practices in academic special collection 
librarianship, as follows: “Special collections are portrayed almost exclusively as a 
resource for researchers rather than as a means of student access to rare materials that 
can enrich learning on the undergraduate and graduate levels.” My own review of 
literature from 2000-2009 supports their assertion that professional literature offers “little 
research in either pedagogical or library science journals on the role that special 
collections departments can play in enhancing [undergraduate instruction].”  In this, 
special collections remain inaccurately depicted “exclusively as a resource for 
researchers rather than as a means of student access to rare materials that can enrich 
learning on the undergraduate and graduate levels.”13
Mary Samouelian’s 2008 study of archives and W2 helpfully clarifies how new 
web applications are being utilized in archives; and by doing so, highlights the 
distinctions between interpretations/applications of W2/L2 in archives versus in special 
  
                                                 
13Schmeising, A., & Hollis, D. R. (2002). “The role of special collections departments in 
humanities undergraduate and graduate teaching: A case study. Portal: Libraries and the 
Academy, 2.3 (2002): 465–480. 465. 
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collection/rare books. Her conclusion regarding an absence of professional literature on 
W2 and archives—despite a clear presence in professional interest and actions—is 
consistent with my findings regarding W2/L2 and special collections (distinguished for 
the purpose of this discussion as previously explained): 
Although the use of Web 2.0 features is not widely discussed in the professional 
archival literature, this exploratory study of college and university repository web 
sites in the United States suggest that many archival professionals are embracing 
Web 2.0 to promote their digital content and redefine relationships with their 
patrons. Of 213 archival repositories examined, 85 hosted a digital collection, and 
of those, 38 employed at least one of the five types of Web 2.0 applications under 
consideration. The data suggests that the type of Web 2.0 application being 
employed is related to the type of content management system a repository is 
using to manage and display the digital collection. 14
Her literature review also confirms that “the archival community”—as a special 
subset, similar to but still distinct from rare book/special collections as addressed 
here—is likewise lacking as large a body of literature on W2 when compared with 
publications on the topic in “the library community” at large.  In response, she 
further concludes: 
 
 
This is not to say that the library community has yet completely deciphered what 
Web 2.0 is or how its potential can be harnessed, nor does it mean that the entire 
library community has embraced the concept of Web 2.0. What is significant is 
that librarians and academic researchers are beginning to recognize the 
potential—and possibly inevitable—impact of Web 2.0 on libraries and, therefore, 
are more widely discussing it in professional journals and online forums than are 
archivists.15
 
 [Emphasis mine.] 
I would argue that special collection librarians, like archivists, have primarily 
treated “2.0” in terms of its content management aspects and/or use as a kind of 
digital repository—if one goes strictly by the professional literature. Unlike the 
                                                 
14 Mary E. Samouelian. “Embracing Web 2.0: Archives and the Newest Generation of Web 
Applications.” A Master’s Paper for the M.S. in L.S degree. April, 2008. University of North 
Carolina at Chapel Hill.  1-66. 1. 
15 Samouelian, 13. 
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archival community she describes, however, rare book/special collection 
librarians are engaged in lively discussion, debate, and information sharing in 
online forums, discussion boards, and the other W2/L2-performative kinds of 
venues that I surveyed. 
The conclusion of my preliminary research certainly raises more questions for 
future inquiry on this topic than are answered here—the present discussion simply 
participates in what must be an ongoing dialogue within the profession about the factors 
that contribute too often to special collections’ remaining apart from the whole cloth of 
university user groups’ research experiences.  
 To return to my primary questions, however, I contend that (like archivists) rare 
book/special collection public service professionals does not place W2/L2 in relation to 
pedagogical issues as explicitly as they might in professional publication; and that this is 
indeed due to a community habit of defining W2 primarily as tools for digitization/ 
content management, rather than broadening the discussion to user-directed (or even 
generated?) L2 possibilities.  A more fluid construction of W2/L2 would, of course, 
invite more explicitly pedagogical analyses regarding special collections, and how 
W2/L2 are of particular use in that context toward the university’s instructional mission. 
Returning to my second question—“What are the implications of these 
technologies/practices regarding pedagogies of library instruction—generally, but by 
extension to pubic services in rare book and special collection librarianship in 
particular?”—I believe it can be concluded that W2 tools and L2 attitudes will both 
require and facilitate a more conscious pedagogical approach to library instruction in rare 
book and special collection settings.  
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Finally, regarding how this might be done—what it might look like, per se—I 
invite my peers to consider, first: Initiating personal reflective practice regarding 
instructional moments in public service as rare book/special collection professionals.  
Pedagogies of de-centered authority, like those initiated in rhetoric and composition 
programs over the last twenty years, are a modest starting point to begin more pro-active 
discourse about our ways of teaching as a profession.  Second, the following list of 
sources consulted offers many examples wherein W2/L2 practices are employed in a way 
that could as easily be adapted to special collection instruction. Ultimately, the purpose of 
my study is, as Elizabeth Yakel (2006)16
                                                 
16Yakel, Elizabeth. "Inviting the user into the virtual archives." OCLC Systems & Services; 
International digital library perspectives 22.3 (2007): 159-163.  University of North Carolina at 
Chapel Hill. Accessed 4/15/09 
 framed it, to invite users into our virtual special 
collections—not merely as the uncomfortable guests they may still feel in the “analog” 
space of it, but perhaps as more encouraged and engaged participants. 
http://search.lib.unc.edu/search?R=UNCb5838384  Bradford, 
West Yorkshire, England: EMERALD. 
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Appendix A 
  
Institution 
bl
og
 
w
ik
i user content/ 
tagging podcasting video/vlog 
"book 
marking" 
/album 
social 
networking 
presence 
University at Albany, SUNY, Libraries 
http://library.albany.edu/ 
X 0 0 0 0 0 0 
University of Alabama Libraries 
http://www.lib.ua.edu/ 
0 0 0 0 0 X X 
University of Arizona Library 
http://aquarius.library.arizona.edu/ 
0 0 0 X 0 0 0 
Arizona State University Libraries 
http://lib.asu.edu/ 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Auburn University Libraries 
http://www.lib.auburn.edu/ 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Boston College Libraries 
http://www.bc.edu/libraries/ 
0 0 0 X 0 X 0 
 
 
 
 
